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bare fact that the parties were married in England, appeared to
imply that a foreign decree based jurisdictionally upon marriage
in the forum would not be granted extra-territorial recognition.1
This conclusion, however, is no longer inevitable, for, as we
have seen, a later court of Appeal found itself unable to follow
Casey v. Casey,2 and therefore the position must remain un-
certain until it has been clarified by the House of Lords.3
(ii^/ * Annulment of void marriages.
Common     (a) Jurisdiction based on domiciL In Salvesen v. The Admini-
domicii strator Of Austrian Prop^fy^tiic House of Lords held that
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jurisdiction jurisdiction in the international sense is possessed by the courts
of the foreign country if the parties to a void marriage are both
domiciled there at the time of the suit. This common domicii
will not, of course, exist unless the woman has by residence
acquired a domicii of choice in the forum, for her previous
domicii is unaffected by a marriage that is void. In the
Salvesen Ca_S£:
Miss Salvesen, a British subject domiciled in Scotland, went through
a form of marriage at Paris in 1897 with an Austrian subject. The
parties lived together as man and wife at Wiesbaden until 1923, except
for the period of the 1914 War, and they each acquired a German
domiciL In 1923 the English Administrator of Austrian Property
claimed the movables of the wife on the ground that she had become an
Austrian subject by her marriage. She therefore took steps to discard
her Austrian nationality by suing for nullity at Wiesbaden on the
ground that certain formalities required by French law had been omitted
from the marriage ceremony in Paris. The court granted the decree.
| The Ijouse of Lords held that the decree was effective in Scot-
j -land. The court of the common domicii, though perhaps its
jurisdiction may not be exclusive,5 is certainly competent to
determine conclusively and finally a question relating to the
status of the parties. In De Massa v, De Massa6 and
this principle was applied to cases where the court
of the common foreign domicii had annulled a marriage for
the non-observance of the domiciliary forms, although the
parties had married in England in faithful compliance with the
English formalities.
1	Travers v. Holky, [1953] P- 246, at p. 256,^ Hodson L J. (the statement
referred to divorce decrees).
 2	Ross-Smith v. Ross-Smith, [1961] 2 W.L.R. 7 1.
 3	See supra, pp. 364-6.	* [1927] A.C. 641.
5	Ptr Lord Haldane, at pp. 652, 654.
6	(1931)5 reported in [1939] 2 All E.R. 150 N.	7 [1939] P. 237.

